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only made available for research recently, providing an extraordinary opportunity to study the relationship between vocational interests (among other individual differences variables) at formative ages and educational and career outcomes later in life.  In the remainder of the introduction, I define the use of “performance” in the present dissertation from a broad developmental perspective, briefly discuss the conceptualization and measurement of interests, and hypothesize the linkage between interests and educational/career attainment beyond cognitive ability and personality. 




assessed using supervisor ratings or other objective measures, to encompass multiple indicators at multiple stages of a person’s life. In the education setting, these indicators include school grades, persistence, and degree attainment (Kuncel et al., 2004; Kuncel et al., 2010); and in the work setting, these indicators include income and occupational status (Judge et al., 1999; Judge et al., 2010). The following indicators of academic and work performance are used as criteria in the present dissertation: college GPA, college persistence, degree attainment, income, and occupational prestige. Terms including 
educational achievement, career success, educational or career attainment are used as alternatives to the term performance in the present dissertation. 




















occupational scales and was continued by a series of landmark studies including Torr (1953), Guilford, Christensen, Bond, and Sutton (1954), and Jackson (1977). Despite some divergence in the factor solution and labeling among these studies, several general interest factors emerge repeatedly (Liao, Jin, Su, Tay, & Rounds, 2012, August): (a) interest in Science, (b) interest in Language or Artistic interests, (c) interest in People, (d) interest in Business, and (e) interest in Mechanics and Nature. The present dissertation derived general interest factors from the Project TALENT Interest Inventory because general interest factors provide a parsimonious and comprehensive solution for mapping the vocational interest domain. Compared to basic interests that are more particular, general interest factors facilitate the interpretation of the effects of interests and interest congruence. Furthermore, predictive validity is likely to be impacted by the specificity of predictor and criterion; matching specificity of predictor and criterion will lead to the highest predictive validity (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; Campbell, 1990). The breadth of general interest factors is most suitable for predicting broad outcomes such as educational attainment and career success.   
















four studies used a concurrent design or a design where predictors and criteria were measured only shortly apart from each other (e.g., 8 weeks in Black, 1999). Such design may inflate the correlations between predictors and criteria and the results may have limited generalizability to a context where predictions need to be made for distal educational or occupational outcomes.  Thus, the necessity for a study that examines the incremental validity of interest over and beyond ability and personality for academic and work performance with a large, representative sample is warranted.  Surprisingly, given the rich selection of both predictor and criterion variables available from Project TALENT and the longitudinal design perfectly suited for examining the aforementioned research question, no such study has ever been conducted with the Project TALENT data. The present dissertation is designed to examine the incremental validity of interest beyond cognitive ability and personality using the Project TALENT data set. Hypothesis 1. Interests have incremental validity for college grades, college persistence, degree attainment, occupational prestige, and income over cognitive abilities and personality. 












 Hypothesis 2a. Occupational field moderates the relationship between interests and performance in the work setting, such that the effect of interests on performance will be stronger in compatible or relevant occupational fields.  Hypothesis 2b. College major moderates the relationship between interests and performance in the academic setting, such that the effect of interests on performance will be stronger in compatible or relevant majors. 








Despite the importance of preferences, little research has examined the power of vocational interests in explaining the gender achievement gap. In contrast to the cognitive ability and personality domains, interest was found to be a domain where large gender differences exist (Su et al., 2009). Su et al. (2009) reported in their meta-analysis an effect size of d = .93 for gender difference in the Things-People interest dimension, with men having stronger Things interests and women having strong People interests. Such large gender differences in interests matter for differential career achievement of women and men, as shown by a number of studies (e.g., Jacobs, Davis-Kean, Bleeker, Eccles, & Malanchuk, 2005; Meece, Parsons, Kaczala, Goff, & Futterman, 1982; Wise, Steel, & Macdonald, 1979). The present dissertation, therefore, examined whether interests mediate the effect of gender on criteria of career success. The mediation effects of cognitive ability and personality were also examined in the present dissertation, yet no specific hypothesis was made.  Hypothesis 3. Interests partially mediate the effect of gender on career success. 








increase. Therefore, the present dissertation examines the extent to which family characteristics, as indicated by the number of children, moderate the effect of gender on career success. Hypothesis 4. Number of children moderates the relationship between gender and career success, such that the effect of gender on career success is stronger as the number of children increases. 

















Measures  Below I first delineate measures for individual differences (i.e., cognitive abilities, personality, and interests), followed by measures for criteria of educational achievement and career success, and lastly, measures for proposed moderators and mediators. For each construct, I describe the variables available in the Project TALENT data set, and then discuss analyses or transformations conducted with the variables to form the measures used in the present dissertation. An illustration of data collection point at which each demographic, predictor, outcome, and moderator variable was measured can be found in Table 3. Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics and correlations of all the demographic variables, abilities, personality, interests, and outcomes. 
Individual Differences Measures 
Cognitive Abilities.   The Project TALENT original survey contains a set of scales that represent different content domains of cognitive abilities, including verbal abilities (e.g., 
Vocabulary scale, Reading Comprehension scale), quantitative abilities (e.g., Arithmetic 
Reasoning, Advanced Mathematics), visualization and spatial abilities (e.g., Visualization in 
3D, Mechanical Reasoning), memory and retrieval (e.g., Memory for Words, Memory for 












Personality.   The Project TALENT original survey contains ten personality scales: 
Sociability, a 12-item scale that measures preference for spending time with a group or alone; Social Sensitivity, a 9-item scale that measures sympathy and thoughtfulness in social situations; Impulsiveness, a 9-item scale that measures tendency to do things or make decisions hastily; Vigor, a 7-item scale that measures the level of energy; Calmness, a 9-item scale that measures even-temperedness and self-control; Tidiness, an 11-item scale that measures orderliness with tasks, surroundings, and personal appearance; Culture, a 10-item scale that measures liking and appreciation for aesthetic qualities or values; 




personality scales are used as indicators for the Big Five to predict performance criteria in the present dissertation, with scores of the Mature Personality scale and the Tidiness scale combined to form a composite score of Conscientiousness. The rest of the personality scales, namely Impulsiveness, Calmness, Vigor, Leadership, and Culture, were not closely related to the Big Five personality factors. Nonetheless, these scales offer additional information about participants’ personality and thus are also included as predictors for the performance criteria. Intercorrelations among the personality scales range from .12 between Impulsiveness and Self Confidence to .65 between Culture and the Conscientiousness composite (see Table 4). 








this interest factor represents leisure rather than vocational interests, it is dropped from the analyses for the present dissertation.  Items with factor loadings larger than .40 and cross loadings smaller than .35 were selected to construct the general interest factors. Mean scores are taken from all eligible items loaded on each factor to represent participants’ interests on that general interest factor. Intercorrelations among the general interest factors ranged from -.25 between Things and People interests to .59 between Business and Leadership interests (see Table 4). 
Performance Criterion Measures 
1st Year Grade in College.   One year after their high school graduation, participants were asked in the follow-up survey if they had attended college since leaving high school and, if so, participants were asked to report their letter grade (A, B, C, D, or F) for courses in different subjects as well as average grade for all courses thus far. Letter grades were then translated into numeric codes (4, 3, 2, 1, or 0) for data analysis. The average grade variable was used as an indicator for performance in the 1st year of college.   
College Grades.   In the 5th year follow-up survey, participants were asked to report their average letter grade in major and in all subjects (A, A-, B+, till F). Letter grades were then translated into numeric codes (12, 10, 9, till 1). Both grade in major and overall grade were used as indicators for performance in college. 




were still enrolled as undergraduate students. For the present dissertation, a criterion variable of college persistence was developed, with participants who dropped out from college coded as 0, participants who persisted until they obtained a degree coded as 1, and participants who were still students excluded from the analyses. 
Degree Attainment.   An important goal for the Project TALENT study was to understand the educational development of American students and what early variables contribute to educational achievement later in life. Thus, in all follow-up studies, a large proportion of the survey was devoted to assessing participants’ educational experiences, including their high school education, college attendance, and post-college education.  Based on participants’ answers to the questionnaire, an amount-of-education variable was coded by the Project TALENT staff, ranging from the lowest educational attainment of “High school dropout: completed grade 8 but not grade 9” (coded as 1) to the highest of “Doctoral or law degree (including LL.B. as well as J.D.)” (coded as 12). As an indicator for their eventual degree attainment, the amount-of-education variable from the 11th year follow-up was used in the present dissertation.  




annual earning at the 11th year follow-up study as one indicator for career success. To allow reasonable comparison, only participants who reported that they were working full time at the 11th year follow-up are included in the analyses with income as the criterion. Logarithmic income of the participants ranged from 2 to 94.  




developed based on only male workers (MSEI2). Therefore, Stevens and Featherman’s TSEI2 is used in the present dissertation. The 1970 census occupation codes are available for all the reported occupational fields from the Project TALENT 11th year follow-up study, based on which TSEI2 scores are assigned. 
Moderator and Mediator Measures 




5 listed the occupational groups and occupational characteristics in Things, Artistic, People, Science, Business, and Leadership for each group.  
Major Characteristics.   The Project TALENT 5th year and 11th year follow-up studies asked the participants to report which of the 43 listed areas was or is their major in college as an undergraduate student. Similar to the procedure for developing occupational characteristics, major characteristic entries for each participant were calculated as the within-major average interest scores without that participant. Table 5 listed the major characteristics in Things, Artistic, People, Science, Business, and Leadership for each of the 43 majors at the 5th year follow-up, which were used for examining the effect of interest congruence on overall and major grades in college. Table 6 listed major characteristics at the 11th year follow-up, which were used for examining the effect of interest congruence on college persistence. Correlations between 5th year major characteristics and 11th year major characteristics in corresponding interest areas were high, ranging from .88 to .95. 
Degree Attainment.   The same variable of degree attainment from the 11th year follow-up used as a criterion of educational achievement is used as a mediator for predicting career success.  




selected as an objective indicator for family characteristics in the present dissertation. The total number of children at the 11th year follow-up was used as a moderator for predicting career success. 
Demographic Measures Four demographic measures were included in the analyses as there are well-documented effects of these variables on educational achievement and career success outcomes: gender, race/ethnicity, socioeconomic index, and cohort. These variables were available from the Project TALENT original study. Gender was coded as male = 0, female = 1. Race/ethnicity was represented using five dummy codes: White/Caucasians, Black/African Americans, Asian Americans, Native Americans, and Latino(a)/Hispanic (the “Other” category is omitted). Socioeconomic (SES) index was a composite variable derived from participants’ responses to a set of question regarding family income, family possession of certain properties, father’s occupation, and father’s and mother’s education attainment. The index scores ranged from 58 to 131. Cohort represents the grade (9th, 10th, 11th, or 12th) which participants were in at the original survey. It was coded as a numeric variable ranging from 9 to 12, with a larger number standing for an older cohort. 




suggested by Edwards (2002; Edwards & Parry, 1993). Third, moderated path analysis was used to test the moderated mediation model in Figure 2 (Hypotheses 3, Hypothesis 4, and Hypotheses 5a to 5c), using an integrative analytical framework for moderation and mediation proposed by Edwards and Lambert (2007). The first two parts of the data analyses were conducted with both educational achievement and career success outcomes; the third part of the analyses focused on career success.  
Multiple Regression Analysis  To examine the predictive validity of interests, each of the performance criteria was regressed onto six general interest factors. Regression coefficients and relative importance weights (Johnson, 2000, 2004) were estimated for each interest factor. Observed multiple correlation, R2, and adjusted R2 were estimated for each regression model.  To examine the incremental validity of interests over abilities and personality, a series of regression models were fitted with variables entered into the model in the following order: (1) demographic variables: gender, race/ethnicity, socioeconomic index; (2) three cognitive ability composites; (3) nine personality scales; (4) six general interest factors. All the predictors other than gender and race/ethnicity were standardized before fitting the models. The same statistics reported for the regression models with interest predictors alone were computed for the above hierarchical regression models. A statistically significant change in R2 from the third step to the fourth step provides evidence for the incremental validity of interests. 




for examining the effect of congruence between one interest factor and the corresponding environmental characteristic can be represented by the following formula: 
Z = b0 + b1X + b2Y + b3X2 + b4XY + b5Y2 + e where Z is the criterion, such as income, X is the individual characteristic, such as the level of Business interests, and Y is the corresponding environmental characteristic, such as the extent to which an occupation allows individuals to express their Business interests. This equation is a generalization of regressions using squared difference scores as predictors.   It can be applied to analysis that compares the profile similarity of individuals and their environments by including multiple pairs of individual and environmental characteristics (Edwards, 2002; Edwards & Parry, 1993). In the case of the present dissertation, interest scores for all six interest factors and major or occupational characteristics in all the corresponding areas were included.  To visualize and interpret the effect of interest congruence on performance criteria, the response surface for each pairing of interest score and major/occupation characteristic was plotted. Stationary points and principal axes were computed using the formulas provided by Edwards (2002). 












previous studies on the predictive validity of interests for academic performance (Nye et al., 2011).  Regression coefficients and relative importance weights (RIW; Johnson, 2000, 2004) in Table 8 showed the effect and relative contribution of each interest factor for each criterion. The RIW is an index for interpreting results of multiple regressions in terms of the proportionate contribution from each predictor to R2, after correcting for the effect of intercorrelations among the predictors (Lorenzo-Seva, Ferrando, & Chico, 2010). The RIW represents the proportion in the total variance accounted for explained by each predictor and the RIWs of all the predictors in a regression add up to 100. Notably, Science and Leadership interests had positive effects on all the criteria. Science interest was particularly important for college persistence (exp(B) = 1.39), degree attainment (β = .30, 

































































DISCUSSION  The current dissertation sought answers to three interrelated research questions. First of all, do interests have incremental validity over and beyond ability and personality in predicting academic and work performance, and how large is the predictive power of interests compared to that of ability and personality? These questions were examined using Project TALENT, a national longitudinal survey. Second, using polynomial regression and response surface methodology, this dissertation examined the effect of interest congruence on performance criteria, or the extent to which major or occupational characteristics moderate the effects of interests on academic achievement and career success. Third, this dissertation developed and tested a moderated mediation model for career success. Specifically, this study examined whether number of children moderated the effect of gender on career success, whether the effect of gender on career success was mediated through interests, and whether the effects of individual difference variables on career success were mediated through degree attainment. Overall, results showed that interests had incremental validity over ability and personality for predicting work and academic performance. In most cases, interest congruence was associated with higher performance. The hypothesized moderated mediation model of career success was also supported. Below I review key findings for the three research questions and discuss substantive and methodological implications of each part of the results. 
























such, People interest was found to negatively impact college persistence, degree attainment, occupational prestige, and income; and Things had negative effects on all the outcomes other than income. Had these interest factors been measured differently (e.g., with professional or highly prestigious occupations), the results may have differed in magnitude or direction. 




















major or occupational characteristic, whereas the congruence index approach interprets the effect of interest congruence between the shape of interests and the major or occupational interest profile. As such, results from the two approaches may not be directly comparable. The differences in the two approaches may explain the discrepancy between the results from the current dissertation, which employed the polynomial regression technique and found three types of congruence indices to be less predictive, and the results from the Nye et al. (2012) meta-analysis, which was based on the Holland model and found interest congruence to be more powerful predictor than interest scores alone. Nonetheless, it is recommended that the relative contribution of interest level and interest profile be examined and compared empirically rather than simply discarding one in favor of the other (Cronbach & Gleser, 1953) no matter which of the two approaches is used. 












interests between gender and career outcomes, suggests that work and life preferences may be among the most important factors for understanding men and women’s differential career attainment and are promising directions for future research.  Lastly, the present dissertation provided evidence that degree attainment mediated the effects of individual difference variables on income and occupational prestige. Note that, for occupational prestige, many times the indirect effects of individual difference variables through degree attainment were larger than the direct effects of these variables. The results showed that degree attainment was an essential pathway for individuals to realize their abilities and interests and to achieve career success, and in particular, to find their doorways to prestigious occupations. 
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Table 2. Number of participants at four data collection points, in total, by gender, and by race/ethnicity.   
 Base Year 1st year follow-up 5th year follow-up 11th year follow-up 
Total N 377,016 182,545 122,557 96,757 
     
Male 188,174 (49.9%)   87,090 (47.7%)   60,562 (49.4%) 47,535 (49.1%) 
Female 188,841 (50.1%)    95,455 (52.3%)   61,995 (50.6%) 49,222 (50.9%) 
     
White/Caucasians 147,471 (94.4%)  111,122 (95.2%) 120,266 (94.9%) 86,664 (95.0%) 
Black/African Americans     6,549 (4.19%)     4,047 (3.47%)     4,897 (3.86%)   3,071 (3.36%) 
Asian Americans     1,022 (0.65%)        836 (0.72%)        866 (0.68%)      508 (0.56%) 
Native Americans        415 (0.27%)            291 (0.25%)        296 (0.23%)      317 (0.35%) 
Latino(a)/Hispanic        625 (0.40%)            401 (0.34%)        328 (0.26%)      622 (0.68%) 




Table 3. Measurement time point of demographics, predictors, outcomes, and moderators.  
 Base Year 1st year follow-up 5th year follow-up 11th year follow-up 
Sex X    
Race/Ethnicity   X X 
SES X    
Cohort X    
     
Cognitive abilities X    
Personality X    
Interests X    
     
1st year grade in college  X   
Overall grade in college   X  
Major grade in college   X  
College persistence    X 
Degree attainment    X 
Income    X 
Occupational prestige    X 
     
College major   X X 
Occupational field    X 































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Table 5. Ratings of occupational characteristics on six interest areas. 
Job title Things Artistic Science People Business Leadership 
Government Worker 0.11 0.09 0.33 -0.24 0.23 0.18 
Proprietor; Contractor; In Business for 
Self 
0.47 -0.21 0.14 -0.66 0.34 0.30 
Researcher (NEC) -0.11 0.07 0.48 -0.52 -0.14 0.29 
Mathematician 0.11 -0.09 1.13 -0.50 0.15 0.33 
Other Stat. (Including Actuary, etc.) -0.05 -0.04 0.74 -0.38 0.22 0.23 
Systems Analyst (Computer) 0.23 -0.07 0.84 -0.64 0.24 0.30 
Computer Programmer 0.20 -0.14 0.62 -0.57 0.13 0.20 
Computer Specialist (NEC) 0.34 -0.39 0.99 -0.90 0.04 0.25 
Scientist or Physical Scientist (NEC) 0.54 -0.21 0.79 -0.77 -0.23 0.07 
Chemist 0.22 -0.17 1.19 -0.76 -0.03 0.16 
Physicist 0.21 0.25 1.44 -0.94 -0.10 0.42 
Geologist 0.41 -0.10 0.95 -0.95 -0.20 0.09 
Engineer (NEC) 0.55 -0.40 1.10 -0.92 0.10 0.33 
Civil and/or Hydraulic Engineer 0.71 -0.40 0.80 -0.86 0.15 0.22 
Electrical and/or Electronic Engineer 0.50 -0.44 1.10 -0.94 -0.09 0.12 
Mechanical or Automotive Engineer 0.68 -0.46 0.93 -0.95 0.01 0.24 
Aeronautical Engineer 0.45 -0.16 1.13 -0.91 0.08 0.32 
Chemical Engineer 0.30 -0.50 1.19 -1.04 0.02 0.21 
Architect 0.35 0.04 0.78 -0.94 0.05 0.20 
Lab Technician or Research Assistant in 
Physical Science, Etc. 
0.59 -0.38 0.49 -0.79 -0.11 0.06 
Biologist, Zoologist, Botanist, 
Paleontologist 
-0.12 0.08 1.07 -0.53 -0.19 0.14 
Specialist in Agricultural Science 0.64 -0.34 0.60 -0.74 -0.03 0.17 
Physician, General Practitioner -0.10 0.13 1.39 -0.81 0.14 0.63 
Dentist 0.27 -0.17 1.11 -0.76 0.43 0.60 
Pharmacist 0.13 -0.21 0.96 -0.66 0.20 0.35 
Optometrist 0.13 -0.34 0.60 -0.78 0.26 0.28 
Graduate Nurse (RN) -0.60 0.37 0.69 0.66 -0.40 -0.18 
Optician 0.61 -0.10 0.34 -0.60 0.05 -0.02 
Dental Hygienist -0.63 0.30 0.29 0.55 -0.18 -0.23 
Specialized Therapist: Miscellaneous -0.12 0.33 0.54 -0.03 0.01 0.13 
Medical and Dental Technologists 
(Other) 
-0.30 0.34 0.88 0.23 -0.14 -0.07 
Medical and Dental Technicians; 
Biological and Clinical Lab. Technicians 
-0.35 0.03 0.25 0.32 -0.23 -0.18 
Research Assistant in Biology -0.20 0.44 0.99 -0.27 -0.03 0.19 
Hospital Administrator, Etc. 0.08 -0.04 0.66 -0.44 0.22 0.45 
Psychologist -0.23 0.44 0.79 -0.44 0.18 0.51 




Table 5 (cont.)  
Job title Things Artistic Science People Business Leadership 
Counseling & Guidance (Non-
Psychologist) 
-0.05 0.28 0.44 -0.20 0.16 0.32 
Economist 0.05 0.14 0.74 -0.60 0.45 0.70 
Social Scientist (Misc.) -0.19 0.22 0.59 -0.49 0.12 0.44 
Lawyer -0.05 0.19 0.63 -0.80 0.52 1.04 
Public Administrator (NEC) 0.12 0.07 0.40 -0.42 0.17 0.50 
City Planner (NEC) 0.19 0.14 0.83 -0.69 0.16 0.45 
Law Clerk 0.09 0.14 0.63 -0.71 0.19 0.72 
Teacher (NEC) -0.16 0.36 0.28 0.04 0.15 0.25 
Teaching Pre-School Children -0.55 0.57 0.02 0.67 -0.20 -0.11 
Teaching Elementary School -0.43 0.44 0.12 0.46 0.03 0.03 
Teaching High School (NEC) -0.05 0.28 0.30 0.03 0.17 0.29 
Teaching High School Math 0.07 0.02 0.70 -0.28 0.21 0.24 
Teaching High School Science 0.14 -0.03 0.88 -0.54 -0.05 0.14 
Teaching High School Social Studies 0.04 0.20 0.32 -0.32 0.26 0.62 
Teaching High School English -0.35 0.81 0.28 0.10 0.04 0.28 
Teaching High School Foreign 
Languages 
-0.45 0.70 0.31 -0.01 -0.01 0.32 
Teaching High School Commercial 
Education 
-0.16 0.00 -0.06 0.27 0.45 0.03 
Teaching High School Home Economics -0.47 0.59 0.11 0.84 0.00 0.03 
Teaching High School Trade & 
Industrial Educ. 
0.86 -0.34 0.41 -0.62 0.07 0.11 
Teaching High School Physical 
Education 
0.12 -0.12 0.28 -0.23 0.01 0.11 
Teaching Art (H.S., Elem.Sch., Non-
School) 
-0.11 0.76 0.21 -0.03 -0.19 0.02 
Teaching Music (High School, 
Elementary School, Non-School) 
-0.40 0.89 0.14 0.08 -0.21 -0.07 
Teaching the Handicapped -0.32 0.55 0.24 0.21 -0.09 0.03 
Speech Therapist -0.35 0.85 0.47 0.27 0.00 0.32 
School Administrator (Non-College) 0.13 0.13 0.43 -0.26 0.31 0.47 
College or University Teacher (NEC) 0.01 0.45 0.66 -0.44 0.19 0.48 
College or University Teacher: Math 0.00 0.16 0.94 -0.43 0.23 0.38 
College or University Teacher: Science 0.16 0.15 1.27 -0.68 -0.05 0.44 
College or University Teacher: Soc. 
Science 
-0.12 0.48 0.81 -0.54 0.37 0.97 
College or University Teacher: English -0.38 1.11 0.61 -0.25 0.10 0.59 
College or University Administrator 0.03 0.19 0.51 -0.55 0.32 0.61 
Educational Researcher -0.14 0.43 0.58 -0.15 0.18 0.39 
Reading Specialist -0.54 0.48 0.10 0.28 -0.15 -0.09 
Graduate Assistant (Teaching and/or 
Research 




Table 5 (cont.) 
Job title Things Artistic Science People Business Leadership 
Educational Aide (Teacher's Aide, etc.) -0.38 0.36 -0.07 0.71 0.01 -0.04 
Librarian and Related Occupations -0.44 0.76 0.24 0.24 -0.13 0.05 
Clergy 0.09 0.11 0.29 -0.70 0.09 0.49 
Monk, Brother, or Nun -0.43 0.35 0.30 0.36 -0.23 -0.03 
Religious Worker 0.01 0.57 0.27 0.04 -0.04 0.33 
Writer (NEC) -0.16 0.61 0.56 -0.41 -0.03 0.34 
Journalist, Reporter, Etc. -0.22 0.49 -0.01 -0.39 0.02 0.42 
Radio-TV Newscaster, Commentator 0.13 0.40 0.14 -0.65 0.21 0.48 
Editor -0.25 0.73 0.29 -0.29 0.01 0.42 
Commercial, Fashion or Advertising 
Artist, Illustrator 
-0.11 0.42 -0.05 -0.39 -0.27 -0.13 
Designer of Consumer Goods (Except 
Clothing) 
0.61 -0.44 0.47 -0.89 -0.09 -0.01 
Musician (Instrumental) -0.16 0.83 0.05 -0.20 -0.12 0.07 
Theatric Arts 0.10 0.61 0.52 -0.56 0.26 0.50 
Performer Arts -0.68 0.66 -0.27 0.21 -0.38 -0.32 
Misc. Performing Arts; (Except 
Performing) 
0.12 0.07 0.07 -0.68 -0.14 0.03 
Professional Athlete 0.11 -0.29 0.14 -0.50 -0.05 0.13 
Recreation workers -0.03 0.25 0.30 -0.07 -0.19 0.05 
Forestry, Hunting, Trapping, Fishing, 
Logging 
0.84 -0.51 -0.01 -0.83 -0.17 -0.09 
Farm or Ranch Owner 1.03 -0.78 -0.21 -0.76 -0.14 -0.05 
Farm or Ranch Manager 0.94 -0.68 -0.11 -0.79 -0.11 -0.07 
Farming: Other & Misc. (Gardener, 
Nursery Person) 
0.80 -0.57 -0.14 -0.64 -0.23 -0.06 
U.S. Armed Forces 0.42 -0.17 0.58 -0.80 0.08 0.46 
Intelligence Operations (CIA, etc.) 0.32 -0.01 0.39 -0.77 0.05 0.51 
Police (Public) NEC 0.64 -0.42 0.12 -0.79 -0.01 0.27 
FBI and Secret Service 0.38 -0.38 0.41 -0.90 0.11 0.60 
Firefighter 0.84 -0.57 -0.07 -0.81 -0.04 0.05 
Other Protective 0.48 -0.12 0.16 -0.52 0.08 0.20 
Banking and Finance 0.26 -0.22 0.30 -0.66 0.43 0.45 
Investment Consultant, Stock 
Consultant 
0.01 -0.05 0.74 -0.73 0.47 0.70 
Certified Public Accountant 0.29 -0.32 0.49 -0.67 0.65 0.55 
Accountant, Auditor, Comptroller 
(Except CPA) 
0.25 -0.34 0.34 -0.55 0.46 0.30 
Purchasing and Procurement 0.38 -0.30 0.26 -0.58 0.31 0.28 
Buyer for Retail Store -0.12 0.07 0.13 -0.24 0.44 0.35 
Efficiency Expert, Industrial 
Engineering, Product Management 
(NEC) 




Table 5 (cont.) 
Job title Things Artistic Science People Business Leadership 
Advertising 0.04 0.30 0.28 -0.43 0.20 0.31 
Public Relations -0.13 0.55 0.28 -0.22 0.27 0.53 
Personnel Administrator 0.11 -0.02 0.37 -0.44 0.27 0.37 
Appraiser, Estimator 0.27 -0.09 0.25 -0.40 0.22 0.27 
Loan Investigator, Credit Investigator 0.17 -0.08 0.27 -0.41 0.35 0.34 
Business Manager, Business 
Administrator (NEC) 
0.30 -0.17 0.41 -0.60 0.36 0.38 
Manufacturing Management 0.48 -0.42 0.50 -0.87 0.21 0.40 
Wholesale or Retail Trade 
Management; Marketing 
0.44 -0.29 0.18 -0.60 0.26 0.23 
Supervisor in a Business (E.G. Night 
Manager) 
0.70 -0.43 0.22 -0.69 0.11 0.16 
Sales Clerk, Checker, Cashier in a Store 
(Store) 
-0.18 0.05 -0.16 0.41 0.04 -0.14 
Route Person 0.90 -0.52 -0.20 -0.75 0.03 0.12 
Stockbroker 0.13 -0.11 0.52 -0.66 0.53 0.61 
Real Estate Sales Person 0.10 -0.08 0.21 -0.39 0.31 0.22 
Insurance Sales Person 0.38 -0.16 0.35 -0.66 0.43 0.47 
Auto Sales Person 0.62 -0.24 0.08 -0.83 0.39 0.52 
Other Sales Person (NEC) 0.43 -0.27 0.35 -0.74 0.32 0.36 
Sales Manager 0.41 -0.18 0.31 -0.71 0.39 0.47 
Bookkeeper -0.53 0.15 -0.26 0.76 0.08 -0.33 
Teller or Bank Clerk -0.49 0.13 -0.30 0.68 0.03 -0.29 
Cashier (Bank) -0.19 0.16 -0.02 0.41 0.33 0.07 
Misc. Computing & Account Recording 
Occupations 
-0.35 0.07 -0.24 0.50 0.09 -0.20 
Keypunch Operator, Flex writer 
Operator, Etc. 
-0.54 0.18 -0.25 0.82 -0.06 -0.35 
Computer and EAM Operator, 
Supervisor, Etc. 
0.22 -0.25 0.25 -0.42 0.10 0.10 
Secretary (NEC) -0.64 0.25 -0.36 0.82 0.04 -0.30 
Medical or Dental Secretary -0.71 0.27 -0.15 0.82 -0.17 -0.40 
Legal Secretary -0.67 0.36 -0.35 0.77 -0.01 -0.25 
Stenographer, Court Reporter, Etc. -0.59 0.15 -0.45 0.82 0.08 -0.40 
Typist, Clerk-Typist -0.59 0.12 -0.33 0.79 -0.06 -0.30 
Proofreader -0.51 0.55 0.07 0.30 -0.71 -0.51 
Clerk (Misc.) -0.37 0.06 -0.28 0.60 0.09 -0.20 
Office Manager -0.15 -0.01 -0.04 0.05 0.20 0.03 
Phone Operator, PBX Operator -0.50 0.33 -0.22 0.72 0.00 -0.25 
Other "Public Contact" Occupations -0.23 0.11 -0.18 0.25 -0.06 -0.07 
Radio, Telegraph, or Teletype Operator 0.02 -0.19 0.08 0.06 -0.12 -0.07 




Table 5 (cont.) 
Job title Things Artistic Science People Business Leadership 
Misc. Clerical 0.47 -0.23 -0.01 -0.32 0.13 0.11 
Electrician (NEC) 0.88 -0.59 0.12 -0.83 -0.10 -0.02 
Electronic Technician 0.72 -0.48 0.44 -0.86 -0.14 0.05 
Appliance Repair Person 0.86 -0.59 0.02 -0.84 -0.21 -0.16 
Phone Installer and Repair Person 0.80 -0.50 0.14 -0.78 0.04 0.03 
Repair and Service Computers and 
Punch-Card Equipment 
0.74 -0.63 0.49 -0.90 -0.28 -0.06 
Mechanic (NEC) 0.99 -0.71 -0.14 -0.83 -0.26 -0.07 
Auto Mechanic 1.13 -0.79 -0.29 -0.90 -0.31 -0.23 
Airplane Mechanic 1.00 -0.50 0.10 -0.84 -0.13 -0.01 
Office Machine Repair 0.77 -0.57 0.19 -0.94 -0.29 -0.11 
Industrial Machine Repair 1.06 -0.59 0.03 -0.82 -0.06 0.02 
Repair Misc. Small Mechanical Objects 
(E. G. Clock) 
0.57 -0.56 0.23 -0.92 -0.41 0.04 
Machinist 1.01 -0.58 0.06 -0.83 -0.09 0.01 
Cabinet Maker 0.83 -0.22 0.06 -0.58 0.17 0.20 
Carpenter 1.12 -0.49 -0.01 -0.75 -0.11 0.01 
Metal Trades 0.96 -0.49 -0.08 -0.73 -0.09 0.00 
Bricklayer, Mason, Roofer, Painter, 
Plasterer 
0.97 -0.48 -0.06 -0.70 -0.06 -0.04 
Plumber, Pipefitter 1.04 -0.58 -0.02 -0.81 -0.01 0.03 
Road-building, Earth moving 
Equipment 
0.97 -0.64 -0.21 -0.79 -0.20 -0.08 
Misc. Building and Construction 0.89 -0.44 0.12 -0.73 -0.08 0.18 
Mining, Quarrying, Well-Drilling 0.99 -0.59 -0.04 -0.75 -0.11 -0.01 
Airplane Pilot 0.39 -0.34 0.59 -0.92 -0.06 0.22 
Air Traffic Controller 0.57 -0.45 0.52 -0.82 -0.09 0.15 
Merchant Marine Occupations 0.74 -0.42 0.31 -0.89 -0.09 0.25 
Railroad Engineer, Conductor, 
Firefighter, Switch Person, Etc. 
0.77 -0.37 0.04 -0.71 0.04 0.12 
Auto, Bus, or Truck Driver, Etc. 0.80 -0.58 -0.17 -0.62 -0.08 -0.01 
Printing Trades 0.63 -0.41 -0.16 -0.63 -0.05 -0.08 
Surveyor 0.68 -0.47 0.13 -0.86 -0.07 0.13 
Drafts Person 0.75 -0.29 0.23 -0.73 -0.01 0.02 
Photographer 0.26 0.11 0.23 -0.49 -0.07 0.06 
Interior Decoration -0.34 0.52 -0.18 0.04 0.04 0.16 
Clothing and Fashion Trades -0.35 0.27 -0.21 0.78 0.06 -0.21 
Dietitian -0.59 0.21 0.25 0.74 -0.27 -0.25 
Airline Steward, Stewardess -0.64 0.39 -0.12 0.50 -0.13 -0.23 
Food & Beverage Preparation (Cook, 
Baker Bartender, Etc.) 
0.03 -0.02 -0.10 0.21 -0.03 -0.12 




Table 5 (cont.) 
Job title Things Artistic Science People Business Leadership 
Misc. Services (Personal and Other) -0.18 0.03 -0.24 0.40 -0.10 -0.21 
Barber 0.65 -0.38 -0.17 -0.56 0.18 0.01 
Hairdresser, Manicurist, Cosmetologist -0.56 0.13 -0.40 0.66 -0.21 -0.38 
Practical Nurse (PN) -0.55 0.10 0.13 0.66 -0.40 -0.35 
Nurses' Aide, Medical Aide, Psychiatric 
Aide, Etc. 
-0.28 0.09 -0.04 0.44 -0.16 -0.15 
Domestic Service -0.35 0.33 -0.22 0.93 -0.13 -0.31 
General Labor, Unspecialized 
(Unskilled and Semi-Skilled) 




Table 6. Ratings of major characteristics on six interest areas at the 5th year follow-up. 
Major Things Artistic Science People Business Leadership 
Math 0.06 0.00 0.82 -0.35 0.17 0.22 
Chemistry 0.05 -0.14 1.09 -0.65 -0.11 0.21 
Physics 0.25 -0.06 1.20 -0.82 -0.11 0.25 
Physical science other 0.24 0.00 1.19 -0.74 -0.05 0.30 
Anatomy/physiology -0.30 0.02 0.58 0.03 0.05 0.11 
Biochemistry 0.03 0.27 1.36 -0.50 0.15 0.66 
Zoology -0.07 0.02 1.06 -0.61 -0.09 0.25 
Botany -0.01 0.07 0.86 -0.63 -0.21 0.09 
Biological sciences other -0.02 0.17 1.03 -0.38 -0.11 0.23 
Psychology -0.25 0.38 0.58 -0.27 0.02 0.23 
Sociology -0.34 0.29 0.25 0.15 -0.06 0.11 
History -0.12 0.37 0.35 -0.36 0.17 0.59 
Economics 0.11 -0.04 0.64 -0.71 0.47 0.67 
Political science or government 
or international relations 
-0.15 0.22 0.49 -0.63 0.23 0.86 
Social sciences other -0.17 0.44 0.35 -0.13 0.16 0.46 
Social work -0.41 0.43 0.14 0.32 0.01 0.10 
English -0.41 0.84 0.25 0.06 -0.05 0.25 
Journalism -0.11 0.49 0.19 -0.27 0.10 0.46 
Foreign languages -0.42 0.72 0.37 0.10 -0.10 0.15 
Fine arts -0.29 0.81 0.01 -0.03 -0.21 -0.04 
Performing arts -0.44 0.64 0.01 -0.01 -0.14 0.06 
Music -0.34 0.93 0.14 0.02 -0.23 -0.04 
Philosophy 0.01 0.33 0.54 -0.63 0.01 0.47 
Religion or theology -0.02 0.33 0.15 -0.13 0.01 0.10 
Humanities other -0.17 0.39 0.31 -0.14 -0.11 0.13 
Law/Pre-law -0.35 0.59 0.15 0.48 0.14 0.14 
Medicine/Pre-med 0.04 0.05 0.76 -0.43 0.12 0.32 
Dentistry/Pre-dentistry 0.07 -0.11 0.73 -0.45 0.26 0.29 
Pharmacy -0.02 -0.26 0.74 -0.60 -0.05 0.20 
Nursing -0.61 0.43 0.69 0.64 -0.43 -0.20 
Other health professions -0.31 0.17 0.68 0.02 -0.11 0.05 
Architecture 0.43 -0.04 0.48 -0.83 0.04 0.22 
Engineering 0.57 -0.40 0.89 -0.91 0.04 0.24 
Computer sciences 0.12 -0.30 0.38 -0.55 -0.17 0.19 
Statistics -0.14 -0.26 0.37 -0.49 0.10 0.16 
Elementary education -0.60 0.44 -0.03 0.64 -0.10 -0.14 
Physical education 0.10 -0.09 0.19 -0.20 -0.01 0.11 
Education other -0.14 0.33 0.17 0.18 0.07 0.08 




Table 6 (cont.) 
Major Things Artistic Science People Business Leadership 
Accounting 0.22 -0.32 0.36 -0.55 0.58 0.39 
Business and commerce 0.10 -0.17 0.18 -0.36 0.40 0.28 
Home economics -0.57 0.43 -0.02 0.79 -0.11 -0.21 




Table 7. Ratings of major characteristics on six interest areas at the 11th year follow-up. 
Major Things Artistic Science People Business Leadership 
Math 0.12 -0.03 0.82 -0.38 0.17 0.22 
Chemistry 0.10 -0.02 1.23 -0.60 -0.07 0.26 
Physics 0.25 0.02 1.25 -0.88 -0.10 0.30 
Physical science other 0.35 -0.04 0.82 -0.62 -0.01 0.23 
Anatomy/physiology -0.26 0.13 0.78 -0.10 -0.22 0.03 
Biochemistry 0.19 0.49 1.43 -0.29 -0.03 0.62 
Zoology 0.08 0.10 1.12 -0.59 -0.07 0.32 
Botany 0.14 0.28 0.78 -0.45 -0.21 0.06 
Biological sciences other 0.01 0.11 0.94 -0.40 -0.08 0.19 
Psychology -0.22 0.37 0.54 -0.23 -0.01 0.21 
Sociology -0.23 0.41 0.26 0.05 0.05 0.25 
History -0.10 0.32 0.33 -0.39 0.17 0.61 
Economics 0.14 -0.07 0.60 -0.71 0.46 0.63 
Political science or government 
or international relations 
-0.07 0.30 0.48 -0.57 0.34 0.90 
Social sciences other -0.02 0.29 0.32 -0.11 0.16 0.40 
Social work -0.36 0.33 0.13 0.36 -0.09 -0.01 
English -0.39 0.85 0.26 0.10 -0.05 0.20 
Journalism -0.14 0.60 0.09 -0.28 0.16 0.40 
Foreign languages -0.42 0.75 0.25 0.12 -0.12 0.11 
Fine arts -0.26 0.71 0.00 -0.03 -0.31 -0.15 
Performing arts -0.42 0.81 -0.05 -0.16 -0.22 0.08 
Music -0.35 0.92 0.15 0.05 -0.23 0.00 
Philosophy 0.05 0.36 0.54 -0.59 0.04 0.41 
Religion or theology -0.01 0.39 0.15 -0.12 -0.01 0.05 
Humanities other -0.22 0.56 0.27 -0.07 0.09 0.21 
Law/Pre-law 0.14 0.08 0.21 -0.62 0.30 0.68 
Medicine/Pre-med -0.06 0.18 1.13 -0.57 0.03 0.42 
Dentistry/Pre-dentistry 0.17 -0.14 0.77 -0.53 0.35 0.29 
Pharmacy 0.09 -0.14 0.94 -0.57 0.17 0.32 
Nursing -0.61 0.38 0.65 0.63 -0.41 -0.19 
Other health professions -0.40 0.26 0.58 0.34 -0.21 -0.16 
Architecture 0.44 -0.05 0.49 -0.81 0.06 0.18 
Engineering 0.59 -0.38 0.89 -0.90 0.04 0.22 
Computer sciences 0.34 -0.31 0.38 -0.60 0.04 0.15 
Statistics -0.01 -0.28 0.75 -0.64 0.18 0.26 
Elementary education -0.55 0.47 0.00 0.66 -0.03 -0.10 
Physical education 0.12 -0.07 0.21 -0.19 0.01 0.13 
Education other -0.17 0.29 0.19 0.16 0.04 0.09 




Table 7 (cont.) 
Major Things Artistic Science People Business Leadership 
Accounting 0.26 -0.30 0.34 -0.52 0.54 0.36 
Business and commerce 0.16 -0.20 0.21 -0.39 0.38 0.29 
Home economics -0.54 0.47 0.07 0.86 -0.06 -0.18 




Table 8. Results from regression analysis of work and academic performance outcomes on interests.  
Criterion Predictor β RIW R R2 Adjusted R2 
Income Things interest 0.02 9.6 0.49 0.24 0.24 
 Artistic interest -0.11 9.8    
 Science interest 0.13 8.6    
 People interest -0.41 60.0    
 Business interest 0.16 5.6    
 Leadership interest 0.05 6.4    
Occupational 
prestige 
Things interest -0.36 19.2 0.46 0.21 0.21 
Artistic interest 0.10 9.9    
 Science interest 0.30 38.9    
 People interest -0.29 18.6    
 Business interest 0.10 4.1    
 Leadership interest 0.07 9.2    
Degree attainment Things interest -0.26 7.3 0.50 0.25 0.25 
 Artistic interest 0.16 11.0    
 Science interest 0.30 35.8    
 People interest -0.38 31.6    
 Business interest 0.05 3.2    
  Leadership interest 0.09 11.1    
First year grade in 
college 
Things interest -0.11 21.5 0.20 0.04 0.04 
Artistic interest 0.15 44.5    
 Science interest 0.09 23.5    
 People interest -0.03 5.0    
 Business interest -0.04 1.6    
  Leadership interest 0.01 3.9    
Overall grade in 
college 
Things interest -0.15 32.1 0.26 0.07 0.07 
Artistic interest 0.16 33.7    
 Science interest 0.09 15.6    
 People interest 0.04 13.5    
 Business interest -0.08 2.5    
 Leadership interest 0.03 2.5    
Major grade in 
college 
Things interest -0.13 34.0 0.22 0.05 0.05 
Artistic interest 0.16 39.9    
 Science interest 0.04 8.7    
 People interest 0.02 11.7    
 Business interest -0.07 2.8    




Table 8 (cont.)  




Things interest 0.72 10.9  0.09  
Artistic interest 1.24 12.3    
 Science interest 1.39 36.1    
 People interest 0.68 22.4    
 Business interest 1.11 4.4    
  Leadership interest 1.14 13.9     




Table 9. Incremental validity of interests over ability and personality for work and academic performance outcomes.  
Criterion Predictor R R2 Adjusted R2 ΔR2 RIW 
Income Cognitive abilities .27 .07 .07 .07 12.0 
 Personality .30 .09 .09 .02 4.7 
 Interests .50 .25 .25 .16 83.3 
Occupational prestige Cognitive abilities .49 .24 .24 .24 58.9 
Personality .51 .26 .26 .02 8.2 
 Interests .57 .33 .33 .07 32.9 
Degree attainment Cognitive abilities .54 .29 .29 .29 57.2 
 Personality .56 .31 .31 .03 7.4 
 Interests .63 .40 .40 .08 35.4 
First year grade in 
college 
Cognitive abilities .35 .13 .12 .13 70.4 
Personality .38 .14 .14 .02 14.1 
  Interests .39 .16 .16 .01 15.6 
Overall grade in college Cognitive abilities .34 .12 .11 .12 50.4 
Personality .38 .15 .15 .03 23.1 
 Interests .42 .18 .18 .03 26.6 
Major grade in college Cognitive abilities .26 .07 .07 .07 44.9 
Personality .31 .09 .09 .02 26.3 
 Interests .35 .12 .12 .03 28.7 
   Nagelkerke R
2  ΔNagelkerke R
2  
Persistence in college Cognitive abilities  .18  .18  
Personality  .19  .02  
  Interests  .22  .03   




Table 10. Incremental validity of interests over ability and personality for income within occupational groups.  







1 Engineering, Physical Science, Mathematics, and Architecture 0.00 0.02 0.03 
2 Medical and Biological Science 0.08 0.02 0.17 
3 Business Administration 0.05 0.02 0.10 
4 General Teaching and Social Service 0.01 0.01 0.04 
5 Humanities, Law, Social and Behavioral Science 0.02 0.04 0.11 
6 Fine Arts, Performing Arts 0.08 0.04 0.14 
7 Technical Jobs 0.04 0.03 0.14 
8 Proprietors, Sales 0.05 0.03 0.19 
9 Mechanics, Industrial Trades 0.03 0.03 0.19 
10 Construction Trades 0.02 0.01 0.02 
11 Secretarial-Clerical, Office workers 0.01 0.01 0.07 
12 General Labor, Community and Public Service 0.05 0.04 0.24 




Table 11. Incremental validity of interests over ability and personality for income after controlling for occupational prestige.  
Step Predictor R R2 Adjusted R2 ΔR2 
1 Occupational prestige .31 .09 .09 .09 
2 Abilities .38 .14 .14 .05 
3 Personality .41 .17 .17 .02 




Table 12. Incremental validity of interests over demographics, ability, and personality for work and academic performance outcomes.  
Criterion Predictor R R2 Adjusted R2 ΔR2 RIW 
Income Gender     35.3 
 Race/Ethnicity     0.3 
 SES     2.9 
 Cohort     4.9 
 Demographic variables (total) .53 .28 .28 .28  
 Cognitive abilities .54 .29 .29 .01 8.1 
 Personality .54 .29 .29 .01 3.0 
 Interests .56 .31 .31 .02 45.5 
Occupational 
prestige 
Gender     3.4 
Race/Ethnicity     0.7 
 SES     14.5 
 Cohort     2.0 
 Demographic variables (total) .37 .14 .14 .14  
 Cognitive abilities .54 .29 .29 .15 47.8 
 Personality .55 .31 .31 .01 7.3 
 Interests .60 .36 .36 .06 24.3 
Degree attainment Gender     5.8 
 Race/Ethnicity     0.7 
 SES     16.5 
 Cohort     2.4 
 Demographic variables (total) .47 .22 .22 .22  
 Cognitive abilities .63 .40 .40 .18 44.6 
 Personality .64 .41 .41 .02 6.3 
 Interests .67 .45 .45 .04 23.7 
First year grade in 
college 
Gender     2.9 
Race/Ethnicity     0.7 
 SES     0.9 
 Cohort     14.5 
 Demographic variables (total) .26 .07 .07 .07  
 Cognitive abilities .40 .16 .16 .09 55.2 
 Personality .42 .18 .18 .02 12.9 




Table 12 (cont.)  
Criterion Predictor R R2 Adjusted R2 ΔR2 RIW 
Overall grade in 
college 
Gender     7.2 
Race/Ethnicity     0.4 
 SES     1.1 
 Cohort     4.0 
 Demographic variables (total) .21 .04 .04 .04  
 Cognitive abilities .39 .15 .15 .11 47.0 
 Personality .43 .19 .19 .04 21.3 
 Interests .44 .19 .19 .01 18.9 
Major grade in 
college 
Gender     7.5 
Race/Ethnicity     0.6 
 SES     2.4 
 Cohort     5.1 
 Demographic variables (total) .19 .04 .04 .04  
 Cognitive abilities .31 .10 .09 .06 41.5 
 Personality .35 .12 .12 .03 22.1 
 Interests .36 .13 .13 .01 20.5 
   Nagelkerke R




Demographic variables (total)  .05  .05  
Cognitive abilities  .15  .10  
 Personality  .17  .01  
 Interests  .18  .01  
 
Note.  RIW = Relative Importance Weight. 




Table 13. Comparison of predictive validity for polynomial regression equations and congruence indices.  
Criterion Predictor R R2 Adjusted R2 
Income Polynomial Regression Equation .60 .36 .36 
 Sum of squared differences (fully constrained) .07 .00 .00 
 Sum of squared differences (partly constrained) .12 .01 .01 
 Profile Correlation .13 .02 .02 
Overall grade in 
college 
Polynomial Regression Equation .30 .09 .09 
Sum of squared differences (fully constrained) .00 .00 .00 
 Sum of squared differences (partly constrained) .05 .00 .00 
 Profile Correlation .05 .00 .00 
Major grade in 
college 
Polynomial Regression Equation .26 .07 .07 
Sum of squared differences (fully constrained) .01 .00 .00 
 Sum of squared differences (partly constrained) .04 .00 .00 
  Profile Correlation .03 .00 .00 





Polynomial Regression Equation  .12  
Sum of squared differences (fully constrained)  .01  
Sum of squared differences (partly constrained)  .01  




Table 14. Comparison of predictive validity for polynomial regression equations and congruence indices with linear effects of interests and major/occupational characteristics.  
Criterion Predictor ΔR2 by Xi
2, Yi
2, XiYi ΔR
2 by Xi, Yi Total R
2 
Income Polynomial Regression Equation .11 .25 .36 
 Sum of squared differences (fully 
constrained) with Xi and Yi 
.00 .32 .32 
 Sum of squared differences (partly 
constrained) with Xi and Yi 
.01 .31 .32 
 Profile Correlation with Xi and Yi .02 .31 .33 
Overall grade in 
college 
Polynomial Regression Equation .04 .05 .09 
Sum of squared differences (fully 
constrained) with Xi and Yi 
.00 .08 .08 
 Sum of squared differences (partly 
constrained) with Xi and Yi 
.00 .07 .08 
 Profile Correlation with Xi and Yi .00 .07 .07 
Major grade in 
college 
Polynomial Regression Equation .04 .03 .07 
Sum of squared differences (fully 
constrained) with Xi and Yi 
.00 .06 .06 
 Sum of squared differences (partly 
constrained) with Xi and Yi 
.00 .06 .06 
 Profile Correlation with Xi and Yi .00 .06 .06 





Polynomial Regression Equation .09 .03 .12 
Sum of squared differences (fully 
constrained) with Xi and Yi 
.01 .09 .10 
 Sum of squared differences (partly 
constrained) with Xi and Yi 
.01 .09 .10 




Table 15. Unstandardized regression coefficients from polynomial regression equations with six interest areas analyzed simultaneously.  
Criterion Predictor X Y X2 XY* Y2 
Income Things 0.01 -13.80 -0.06 0.75 12.22 
 Artistic -0.65 -4.62 -0.20 0.34 0.00 
 Science 0.48 6.77 -0.01 0.18 -3.79 
 People -2.26 -9.14 0.42 -0.81 -2.49 
 Business 0.85 10.34 -0.02 0.13 -7.76 
 Leadership 0.29 1.87 0.04 0.34 -5.38 
Overall grade in college Things -0.34 -0.39 0.13 -0.40 0.50 
 Artistic 0.47 -0.08 0.23 -0.53 0.65 
 Science -0.18 1.28  0.47 -0.80 
 People 0.21 -0.43 -0.18 0.51 -0.27 
 Business -0.15 0.54 -0.04 0.20 -0.56 
 Leadership 0.11 -0.46 -0.05 -0.06 0.33 
Major grade in college Things -0.29 0.14 0.09 -0.16 -0.48 
 Artistic 0.22 0.60 0.11 -0.05 0.17 
 Science 0.02 0.19  0.21 -0.38 
 People 0.06 -0.61 -0.06 0.13 -0.13 
 Business -0.07 0.09 -0.03 0.16 -0.49 
  Leadership 0.07 -1.84 -0.02 0.04 1.71 
Persistence in college** Things -0.02 (0.82) 0.73 (2.07) -0.05 (0.95) -0.01 (0.99) 0.31 (1.37) 
 Artistic -0.01 (0.99) 0.87 (2.38) -0.01 (0.99) 0.20 (1.23) -0.20 (0.82) 
 Science 0.21 (1.23) -1.41 (0.24) -0.05 (0.96) 0.36 (1.43) 0.95 (2.56) 
 People -0.34 (0.71) 0.87 (2.37) -0.07 (0.93) 0.12 (1.13) 0.12 (1.13) 
 Business 0.13 (1.14) -0.02 (0.98) -0.01 (0.99) 0.21 (1.24) -2.70 (0.07) 
  Leadership 0.08 (1.09) 2.35 (10.51) -0.05 (0.95) 0.15 (1.16) -0.33 (0.72) 
 
Note. *Underlined coefficients for XY were nonsignificant. A significance level was set to .002 to keep the Type I error rate to 
the nominal probability level (.05) as a total of 24 tests of significance were conducted.  





Table 16. Unstandardized regression coefficients from polynomial regression equations with six interest areas analyzed separately.  
Criterion Predictor X Y X2 XY* Y2 
Income Things 0.92 7.90 -0.54 0.42 -7.48 
 Artistic -0.60 -5.72 -0.29 0.31 2.55 
 Science 0.48 12.95 -0.09 0.35 -7.48 
 People -1.92 -5.82 0.01 -0.36 0.47 
 Business 0.27 10.19 -0.13 0.90 7.37 
 Leadership 0.64 18.01 -0.12 0.40 -13.00 
Overall grade in college Things -0.24 -0.30 0.05 -0.10 0.08 
 Artistic 0.29 0.35 0.10 -0.06 -0.18 
 Science 0.08 0.15  0.19 -0.20 
 People 0.24 -0.03 -0.08 0.11 -0.21 
 Business 0.04 -0.82 0.01 -0.02 -0.22 
 Leadership 0.06 -0.58 0.03 -0.01 0.74 
Major grade in college Things -0.19 -0.57 0.04 -0.03 -0.05 
 Artistic 0.19 0.57 0.07 0.07 0.01 
 Science 0.12 -0.69  0.10 0.17 
 People 0.14 0.20 -0.05 0.07 -0.46 
 Business 0.03 -1.04 0.01 0.01 -0.08 
  Leadership 0.07 -1.24 0.04 0.00 1.44 
Persistence in college** Things 0.06 (1.06) -0.35 (0.71) -0.17 (0.84) 0.07 (1.07) -0.69 (0.50) 
 Artistic 0.05 (1.05) 0.65 (1.91) -0.05 (0.96) 0.20 (1.22) -0.81 (0.44) 
 Science 0.26 (1.30) -0.03 (0.97) -0.03 (0.97) 0.20 (1.22) -0.17 (0.85) 
 People -0.24 (0.79) 0.16 (1.18) -0.14 (0.87) 0.31 (1.36) -0.58 (0.56) 
 Business 0.11 (1.12) 0.58 (1.79) -0.03 (0.97) 0.26 (1.30) -3.88 (0.02) 
  Leadership 0.21 (1.23) 0.01 (1.01) -0.07 (0.94) 0.29 (1.34) 1.40 (4.04) 
 
Note. *Underlined coefficients for XY were nonsignificant. A significance level was set to .002 to keep the Type I error rate to 
the nominal probability level (.05) as a total of 24 tests of significance were conducted.  
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Table 18. Direct effect of gender on income and occupational prestige, indirect effect of gender on income and occupational prestige through individual difference variables, correlation between gender and income/occupational prestige, and partial correlations between gender and income/occupational prestige after accounted for each individual difference variable.  





Gender -0.38 -0.50  -0.08 -0.10  
Verbal ability 0.00 -0.50 0.02 -0.15 
Math ability -0.01 -0.49 -0.03 -0.05 
Spatial ability 0.00 -0.47 0.01 -0.03 
Extroversion 0.01 -0.50 0.00 -0.12 
Agreeableness 0.00 -0.50 -0.01 -0.14 
Impulsiveness 0.00 -0.50 0.00 -0.10 
Vigor 0.00 -0.50 0.00 -0.10 
Calmness 0.00 -0.50 0.00 -0.12 
Culture  0.00 -0.49 0.00 -0.15 
Leadership 
personality 0.00 -0.50 0.00 -0.11 
Emotional Stability 0.00 -0.50 0.00 -0.11 
Conscientiousness 0.00 -0.50 0.00 -0.11 
Things interest 0.06 -0.46 0.18 -0.23 
Artistic interest -0.02 -0.48 0.02 -0.15 
Science interest -0.01 -0.48 -0.03 -0.04 
People interest -0.09 -0.30 -0.02 -0.01 
Business interest -0.01 -0.49 -0.01 -0.09 
Leadership interest -0.01 -0.47 -0.02 -0.06 
Total -0.48   0.03   
 
Note. Underlined regression coefficients were nonsignificant at p < .001.  
 




Table 19. Direct effects of individual difference variables on income and occupational prestige, indirect effects of individual difference variables on income and occupational prestige through degree attainment, correlation between each individual difference variable and income/occupational prestige, and partial correlations between each individual difference variables and income/occupational prestige after accounted for degree attainment.  





Verbal ability -0.01 0.07  0.06 0.43  
Degree attainment 0.02 -0.06 0.13 0.16 
Total 0.01   0.19   
Math ability 0.05 0.19  0.08 0.47  
Degree attainment 0.02 0.06 0.15 0.16 
Total 0.07   0.23   
Spatial ability 0.02 0.21  -0.01 0.29  
Degree attainment -0.01 0.13 -0.04 0.07 
Total 0.02   -0.05  
Extroversion 0.03 -0.02  0.01 0.07  
Degree attainment 0.00 -0.02 -0.02 0.08 
Total 0.03   -0.01   
Agreeableness 0.00 -0.07  0.00 0.13  
Degree attainment 0.00 -0.10 -0.03 0.09 
Total 0.00   -0.03  
Impulsiveness -0.01 0.00  -0.01 0.02  
Degree attainment 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 0.01 
Total -0.01   -0.03   
Vigor 0.00 0.06  -0.01 0.12  
Degree attainment 0.00 0.03 -0.01 0.05 
Total -0.01   -0.02  
Calmness 0.02 0.03  0.01 0.17  
Degree attainment 0.00 -0.01 0.01 0.08 
Total 0.02   0.02   
Culture -0.02 -0.09  -0.02 0.15  
Degree attainment 0.00 -0.13 0.01 0.08 




Table 19 (cont.)  





Leadership personality 0.03 0.06  0.02 0.17  
Degree attainment 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.06 
Total 0.03   0.07   
Emotional Stability 0.00 0.04  -0.01 0.14  
Degree attainment 0.00 0.01 -0.01 0.06 
Total -0.01   -0.02  
Conscientiousness 0.01 0.07  0.02 0.21  
Degree attainment 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.09 
Total 0.01   0.04   
Things interest -0.08 0.24  -0.19 -0.12  
Degree attainment -0.01 0.25 -0.10 -0.16 
Total -0.09   -0.29  
Artistic interest -0.08 -0.16  0.00 0.15  
Degree attainment 0.01 -0.21 0.05 0.06 
Total -0.08   0.05   
Science interest 0.05 0.18  0.08 0.30  
Degree attainment 0.01 0.10 0.07 0.09 
Total 0.06   0.15  
People interest -0.11 -0.42  0.03 -0.13  
Degree attainment -0.01 -0.39 -0.06 0.05 
Total -0.12   -0.03   
Business interest 0.10 0.09  0.05 0.09  
Degree attainment 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.04 
Total 0.10   0.05  
Leadership interest 0.02 0.18  0.01 0.19  
Degree attainment 0.01 0.12 0.05 0.03 
Total 0.03   0.07   
 




































































































Figure 3. Project TALENT interest inventory factor hierarchy. 
 
Note. a. A broad “Things” or “Masculine” factor, including Mechanics, Nature-Agriculture, Military, and Sports items. Physical Sciences, some 
Leadership and some Business items also load on this factor (relatively small loadings).  
 b. A broad “People” or “Feminine” factor, including Artistic, Education, Social Service, Personal Service, Social Sciences, Clerical, and 
some Leadership and some Business items. 
 c. A “Things” or “Masculine” factor, Including Mechanics, Nature-Agriculture, Military, and Sports items. 
 d. This seems to be a factor with occupations and activities that have higher prestige and that require higher education level, Including 
Sciences, Leadership, and Fine Arts items. 
 e. A “People” or “Feminine” factor, including Clerical, Personal Service, Social Service, Performing Arts, and some Business items.  
 f. This factor includes Artistic (Fine and Performing Arts), Social Service, Personal Service, and Social Sciences items. 
 g. The “Sciences” factor includes Physical Sciences, Engineering, Medical Science, and Mathematics items. 
 h. This factor combines Clerical items from the “People” factor (e) and Business Details items (part of Business). 
 i. At this level, the Sports items break away from the Things factor. 
 j. The “Business” factor includes Clerical, Business Details and Business Contact items. 
k. A purified Artistic factor. 
 l. A “People” factor reemerge, combining (traditionally female-oriented) Social and Personal Service items from the “Artistic & Social” 
factor above and Clerical items from the “Business” factor above. 
 m. A purified Business factor. 




Figure 4. Relative contribution of ability, personality, and interests to each criterion.  


















Figure 5. Relative contribution of demographic variables, ability, personality, and interests to each criterion.  






















Figure 6. Effect of interest congruence in Things on income. 




Figure 7. Effect of interest congruence in Artistic on income. 




Figure 8. Effect of interest congruence in Science on income. 




Figure 9. Effect of interest congruence in People on income. 




Figure 10. Effect of interest congruence in Business on income. 




Figure 11. Effect of interest congruence in Leadership on income. 




Figure 12. Effect of interest congruence in Things on overall grade in college. 




Figure 13. Effect of interest congruence in Artistic on overall grade in college. 




Figure 14. Effect of interest congruence in Science on overall grade in college. 




Figure 15. Effect of interest congruence in People on overall grade in college. 




Figure 16. Effect of interest congruence in Business on overall grade in college. 




Figure 17. Effect of interest congruence in Leadership on overall grade in college. 




Figure 18. Effect of interest congruence in Things on major grade in college. 




Figure 19. Effect of interest congruence in Artistic on major grade in college. 




Figure 20. Effect of interest congruence in Science on major grade in college. 




Figure 21. Effect of interest congruence in People on major grade in college. 




Figure 22. Effect of interest congruence in Business on major grade in college. 




Figure 23. Effect of interest congruence in Leadership on major grade in college. 




Figure 24. Effect of interest congruence in Things on college persistence. 




Figure 25. Effect of interest congruence in Artistic on college persistence. 




Figure 26. Effect of interest congruence in Science on college persistence. 




Figure 27. Effect of interest congruence in People on college persistence. 




Figure 28. Effect of interest congruence in Business on college persistence. 




Figure 29. Effect of interest congruence in Leadership on college persistence. 




Figure 30. Overall and by-gender effect of number of children on income. 
    Figure 31. Overall and by-gender effect of number of children on occupational prestige. 



































Y = 50.79 + .37*X 
Y = 47.49 – 3.43*X 
Y = 52.73 – 5.40*X 
Y = 55.50 – 3.98*X 
Y = 53.06 – 4.24*X 
Y = 49.13 – .75*X 
# of Children 
Income 
# of Children 
Occupational Prestige 
